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ABSTRACT . \ J _^ ; 

. A Study examined, from the perspective of the 

University of North Carolina and itSL President^ Frank Porter ^.Graham, 
the importance of the Graham, Plan , ^which in the 193ds sought to , 
regulate intercollegiate athletics ^by disallowing prffereiitial 
treatment of athletes in the area 6f financial aidj, Graham and his • 
siapporters desired, to prohibit the use of athletic s.ch6larships and 
other materia? benefits ih^recfruitihg athletes and urged the 
selection of varsity players from the student bbdy^ Though the plan 
passed on the strength of its idealism, thcs institutions of the , 
Southern Cdnference only supported the Grafiaro year 

because it placed them at a competitive disadvantage with ^ , 

non-conference teams and because o£. widespread media and aitnnni ' 

opposition. The existence of the Graham Plan was brief yet visioitery 
of a-later National Collegiate Athletic Association attempt, the 
Sanity Cb<Je, Both failed to effect changes in increasingly popular 
arid commercial iritercbllegiateathleti programs. This paper is based 
bhah examiriatibri bf President's papers^ Board of Trustees minutes, 
Chancellor* s papers. University records^ newspaper repbrts^ the 

background for its adoption by the Southern Cbri£ererice, arid 

viewpoints from irid.ividuals who opposed the eharigeil. (Authbr/JMK) 
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THE Sp^AFI PtAR - AN EARbY ATTEMPT TS.AEHIEVE SANITY IN SPORT. Angela Lumpkin* 
JgliiveT^Tty of North eardliria at Ghapel Rill i 

The purpose of this study was to examine from the perspective i^f the 

University of North ^Carolina and Its Presiderit Frank Porter, Graham f^'fipff^ieev 

of the Graham Plan which in the I930's sought to i*gulate intercon^lflt 

athletics by disallBwihg preferential treatment of athletes in the area tf 

\ ■ ■ ■ - 0 . * 

_ _ _ _ _ * • _ _ _ _ 

financial aid. Based on ah examination of President's papers. Board of Tmstees 

minutes. Chancellor's papers. University records,- aiid newspaper repdfts, the 

' i _ _______ _ ; ' 

baclcground for Its adoption t?y the Southern Conference, ipievjpcints from 

individuals who opposed the changes ^ arid its brief existenct were dTscussed. 
Graham and his supporters desired to prohibit the awarding of athletic scholar- 
ships arid the giving of other material benefits in recruiting athletes rather 

<*_ _ ■ ^ 

than selecting varsity players \Tm the student body. Though passed on the 

strength of its ideal Isitf* the Institutions of the Southern Conference only 

supported th^ Graham Plan for onc'^year beeayse it placed them at a competitive 
--- - %* - ' - __. ___ 

^disadvantage with hbh -conference teams and because of widespr^ead media and 

_-i J _^ __ ^ : : 

alumni opposition. The exister^ce of the Graham Plan was brief yet. visionary of 

' ..^."^ __i 1 

a later NCAA attempt, the Sanity Code. Both failed to affect changes in 

Increasingly popular and commercial intffrcollegiate sthTetic programs* 



* =ln the mid 1936s Frank Porter- Graham, President of the 'Consolidated" Um'vePSity 
' ■ .&f. North Caro-Iina system, assumed the leading role in seeking to more clbselj' 
regulate intercollegiate athleticSi especially within the SeutHerh Eoriference; 
This paper will examine th.e background of, justification for, and dppbsitidn to 
the resultant GrahatT'PI ah. / - . * 

Graham (1909}, as a graduating senior at the Bniversity of North Caroling, in 1909 ; 
voiced his advocacy of athletics- if kept in perspective when he defended a 
recently-adopted, conservative athletic philosophy. The 'University had .committed 
itself to promote exercise for all s-tudents arid to Varsity teams which evolved 
irm such activities; StiH^bmrnitted to this ideal as an administrator, 
^ Graham emphasized that athletes",should be treated the same as all, other stufients. 

Yet tfie prevailing practice in the 193ds gave athletes', and especially football 

- _ w 

players, preference in scholarships, loans, jobs^ and rooms! Graham stated 'that 

. - - - \ ' ' 

these pt-actices ^tolated amateur competition iri additidri to the existing ■ebh- . 

ference regiiUtidfss:. He proposed, • 4 ^ 

With tfie col)perat?i?n ef trustees, alumrii, faculty, anti students 

the colleges can preserve and advance themselves as educational 

centers in which intercptlegiate sport will become a more 

_ — ' - - .■ i 

representative by-product of the youthful zest for games arid 
athletic skill, the spirit of . spbrtsifiariship, arid a coniuriity-wide 
participation iri athletic play. (McKevlin, 1934, p. 8) , ^ 

, Graham further analyzed .that to'preserve educational values, athletics, which 
certainly existed as a vital part of college life, should returri to a equitable 
program iri both participation- ati^ treatmerit of all students. • 
Graham got an bpporturiity to share his concerns and recommendations for 

_L ' _ • A- f> ■ ■ 

change When he was appointed chairman of a Committee on Group Life of Students 

i_ ■'_ J _ ' ■ . ' . _ _ • 

i of the NationiJ Association of State Universities. Due largely to his leadership 

a series of proposals were presented to the eritire tti^nbersh'ip of thts assoeiatibn 

- : _ ■ ' _ _ _ _ • ' 

O and adotitid bv ft en Nsvaiiber 23; 1^35; Th*> Rrjiham Plan affomnfofl tn mato iriftro ; 
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explicit existihg atH'letic regulations rather than to supplant pr replace them. 
This association, which had no enforcenent pbwefi simply asfeed institutions and 
. conferences to consider 11, propossls. First* a student should be ineligible: 



for athletic cDmpetition if he- received preferential consideration in the matter 
of tuition^ fees* room* board* clothes^ books* charge accounts, scholarships If^nj, ^ 

- - .* - ' - r - \ ^ 

job^ or any bthq^fin*ar,cial aid or matenial cohsideratibrt. from any suppbrter of 
that .Institution, in like manner, no athlete should receive a scholarship, lean, 
job, or other financial aid from any source other thah^hose awarded by responsible 
faculty committees. Concerning" this second item* rate%of pay f©r jobs should be' 
cdmmeilsurate with work done and with that received by <dther students* and &11 ' 
awards and their amounts should be madg .public". Thirdly, eacti athlete should be 
required to state in writing his firianQial earnings for the preceding year. The 

_J_'^L_ _ 1_ 

fjourth recommendation stated that the athletic^ staff should not recruit through 

Initiated correspondence,- distnibution oi" literature, or personal interviews, , - • 

arid they also should insist that alumni and 'students abide by these same 

guidelines. Recommendation nur^ber five requestfed^that alumni arid studerits thfoulgh 

their meetings and publlcatibris shbw their institutlbrial arid persbrial bbligatlbnis 

of iCyalty and honor by helping to prevent others from violating these proposed 

« • 

athletic eligibility guidelines. Sixth was the xsne^-year rule for eligibility or, 

— . ' ^ » 

iri 9the^ words, all athletes should complete brie full year's work with prdgresslve 

advancement and 6e in gobd acadmic standing befbre being eligible' fbr-varsity 

competition. Number seven stated that athlftes on conduct or scholastic probation 

should be prohibited from Intercollegiate CGmpetltion. Athlptic staff members 

according 'to the eighth proposjil should be restricted to receiving monies from their 

respective institutibri^fbr coaching arid other services reridered to athletics* The 

ninth recommeridatibri stated that each athlete should be required to affirm' iri writirig 

his compliance with the eligibility regulations.* To further ensure ^at athletics 

be kept in proper educational perspective, athletic accounts should be audited 

regularly* arid- rid pdst seasdri athletic cdritests shduld be allowed ("f*rbpdsals 



•• For The," 1935); . ? . ' . . 

Prior to tfie' adoption of thas^.pinciples the llational Assoc? ition of ' 
|tate Unitersltles, tJie Board af tflistees if the University had" favorably responded 
to Grafeajn's plats.. Still, inffiiedi/ite opposition wis stated by its Athle^tie Geuheil; 
- This grmpyy ccsnpo'sed ef alimni-i fi/eultyju and stidehts, dh:Dee^ber 15» 1935, 

unanimeisly passed a rksola.iibi\ agaltet the Srihpra Rlan because it would prohibit . 
• alumni froi providing financial aid to athletes- ("Resolution Adopted Unanimously," 

- . A ; _ : 

193'5). Resolutions we^re s^^s^x^mnttf. passed by alumni associatiijns in fourteen 
counties ^nd two cities Ih^ state in fuppoft of the Athletic CduhciT's position • 

' Such (Jppositioii;_ h/owevg'r,, did jiot deter Graham ih'his goal to treat all ' 

. ' — - • • 

students alike. At the yhivirslty It^ took th£jbbs formerly reserved for football - 

players awa^^rfrom the coach's control and put them in the hands 'of a faculty 

committee. He in 'effect- aboltst^d athletic scholarships by placing an alumrti 

i ... 
, scholarship fund, which had be^h' controlled in the irtterest of athletics, under the ' 

_ ^ 4 _ _ • _ 

adrnini Strati Oh of a faculty ebmmittee iGraham, 19355* ' Many alumni accused Graham 
of discriminating' against atfii1e.tes rather than providing equal treatment for all 
students. Tet, Graham was unyielding in the face ol'^ widespread opposition b^ 
alumni and some coaches a^d by accusations /that the reeommehdatibhs would discriminate 
against, poor students. who itere athletes. . . 

Since all university presidents had not supported the recommendations of tBe 
National Association of State Universities, Graham was anxious to solicit as much 

: • • / • • •• 

support as possible prior to the upcoming meetina of the Southern ConferehCej in 
which the University held menbership. He wrote to and, received ehcdurageriieht arid 

___'_!. _ ____ _ *_ 

support. from the presidents of Harvard University and Yale University and from *■ 
Howard Savage of the-Earn'egie Foondatibh for the Advancement of Teaching. Sav/ge, 
who had been the leading figure in the 1929 Savage Report on American College^ 
Athletics published by the Foundation, repeatedly made reference to that publication 

» 

in support of Graham's ideal. , Quoting freiri the report ihitiaily and then analyzing 
O the S'Iftuati'oh SavadM n535 5 ^rnt*: ' » . 
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'in the United States, what is needed in college and school athletics 

A • - 

_ ;_ • ; ______ _ _ * ■ 

in not more law but a more genuine* regard for existing Taw^ not 
uniformity of requlreiipnts resfiecting eligibility and kindred matters 
: but uniformity and r^coghltibn of fundamental principles, especially 
* as affecting the exemplifieatidh of sportsmanship; not becaitse sports- 

- \ - _ _ ^ ' _ • ; ^ * * 

manship is fashionable, put because, even more than it is to-day ^ it 
- shoal? be appreciated and sincerely regarded in 'every fonn of athletic 

. competition* (#23, p.. 12). It is my iShderstahdihg that what you are 

_,_ _ ^ ' „ _ _ * _ _ *- _ . * 

attemptfng to do is to bring home to men*s ctynsciences certain detailed 

y. _ _ _■ ■ _ ' Z 

provisions underlying the amateur status* which are fundamental to the 

. _ _ • • ; V '. 

right cbhdact of American college sport. 

^ ^ % . -.- . ■■ ' - - ' - 

Graham <il so received encouragement for his efforts from other University of North 



Carolina administrators. " ' / - 

■* ■ _ _ _ . 

The first raaoor challenge for Sraham's ntfble experiment was a meeting of the 

administrative heads of the menber institutions of the Southern Conference. Six 

of the ten administrators met for hours of deliberatiofi on Decpber 12,. 1935, 

- ■ » 

before giving their unanirnous enddrsem|nt a month later, these leaders represent- 
ed North Carolina State College, the University of Maryland, the University of 
: North Carolina, the. Urwersity of Virginia, Virginia Polytechnic Institute, and 
•^rtsfashirigtbh and bee University.' Their recommendations,' to be presefrited at the 

. - _ _ ' 

annual Sbathe'rn Conference meeting in Fe&ruary, 1936^ were similar to* but^ slightly 
different frbms those of the National Associatibh of 'State Unfver*sities. Their 
fir^t recommendation specified that athletes coo|d not receive financial aid or 

. Special treatnreht of any sort fthancially, regardless of the source of the award. " 

^ All sehdlarshtips, loans, jobs, or other Vources «f financial aid had to be open 
to all students equally<^nd could only be awarded* by ,responsib.li faculty ccHiinittees. 
Athletes who received financial aid from sources outside the University or *fho 
capi tali zed idri their name through cbninericial advertizing autcmiatically became 
irieligibiei Secbhdlyi athletes had to- state in writing their financial status. 



1^ 



The third reconwendation included the one-j^ear role, good standing in the Uhivef^sity 
ragard.ing condifct and academic work, ways of regaining eligibility, and the • 
certification of these facts for athletes by a University oi'ficial. The 
athletic staff 's ac^ns regarding no promises of aid to athlites^ encouraging* 

_ : . . - - - * 

. alumni, studentsT and dth&rs to recruit only within the rules, and selecting arid 
compensating coaches were discussed in item four. Athletes and menbers of the 

athletic staff had to affirm in writing thetr adherence to all eligibility rules . 
while erifburaoing others to do likewise, fptiber five spfcified that fcnown • 
violations must be reported ("Statemerit By President"). 

While Graham led in the approval of these regulations by the Southern ' 

. . _ . __ A ' 

Conferjence, many alumni of the ^University who supported the existing athletic 

: / ^ f _ 

icies spo^but against the Graham Plan in letters, newspaper articleSr and 



discussions throughout the state. Lest the trustees be unaware of their opinifens, 
a resolution, which Was a combined statement from^^veral alumni assbeiat'jbris 
was pfese.nted to them on January 31 , 1936. After indicating their full support 

' ii / _ _ , 

of the Athletic Council~s past successes as the group responsible for athletics 
and bf that grbu])'^ resolution in December^ 1935, the aliJmni's statement 
criticized the recbnmehdatibhs^bf the conference adrairiistfative heads. The alumni 
described the recormiendatibns as thoroughly impractical arid predicted that 'they 
^ would result- in gross hypocrisy since they would be unenforceable and thereby 
subject the integrity of the Ljniyersity to constant attack. The^r statement 
ihterprefed the proposals as discriminatdry against poor students who were - 
athletes pMin.utes Of The Board," 1936|. The trustees took no aetidh on this 
matter except to refer ^it to the faculty who in turn endorsed the reeomnjendaiiSis 
ai consistent with the idea of faculty responsibility and control of intercollegiate 
athletics. Similar support^ however ^ Was not forthcoming from the students at 
the University. Pfiil'Ranmer, editor of the student newspapWi in expressing what- 
he believed to be the views of the students i wrote 'unfavorably about the Graham 



ERIC 



V 



members adopted the. proposed recormiendations. ' ' 

Tc ensure .that the University's faculty corrtnlttees dh loans, schelarshipsi 

arid --self -help chariged their policies so as to Jtdmiriister monies .for athletes in 

' ^ ' . - - -- -- 

accordance, with the new Southern Gonference regulations, ^ coordinating jommittee 



was established: this group prepared a statement of poli4:y that. explatned how 

the University would ^:omply with the regulations. Scholarships would be awarded 

J* __ _ _ _ _ 

.cinlx by the:Uhiversity arid only to students in need -or with good acadanic records." 

AW other financial aid or material benefits froS whatever source would.be open to 

_ ^ 

\ • ' 

^ all students regardless of athletic ability ("Minutes Of The Meeting,*' T^36). In 
addition, Graham (1936) asked* that inquiry be made about fduridatioris or agericies 
that administered loan funds to guararitee that they did not favor atfiletes. Such 
Ibaris had to be approved by the faculty ^committee as having been awarded on the 
basis of cha.racter, scholarship, need, and general^ merits, and not in consideration 
of athletic ability. 

The Graham Plan as adopted by the Southern Conferericei however, existed for 
less than four months, to allow time for cbmpliarice, the conference, had ^ted 
t^at the:>regulatibns would not come into effect until . Sept^bef 1, 1937. In 
December of that year, though, the conference members passed Article VII, Rule ' 
13, Section 1 which stat^, ; * • 

It has been and is an accepted part of the prdviSiSris'bf. all inter- 
collegiate, athletic cbriferenc'es that an athlete, jnay be awarded a ^ 
sefi0larship^^l«o«h, job, or other financial ^id on his merits as a >'-'''^ 
^ person arid sttiient on the sajtie basis as other students. The 

x> • ^ 

Southern Conference pledges itself to support this policy arid hoi Ms 

that m&mer institutions must accept the resporistbility for tls« ^ 

proper conduct of interc^Tlegiate athletics in their respective ' 

institutions. ("Mi n^^^^ 

Soon after this Conference rule modification was approved » the faculty of the 

r • * _ _ 

^ University concurred leaving Braham ^itfi few supporters ^ 

ERIC 



Jhtis the^Sotithern Eanferehee ended its brief attempt to bring intercbllegiate 
athletics under g-reater university control. Diligent though his efforts were! 
by not gaining the support 6f the alunini ahd the 'public and by attsiipting to rid • 
athletics of its abuses in a radical and s'i'ngular step Grahatri had .ifiailed (Graham, 

,1948). Another reason for the failure was that other conferences, such as the 

- • ■ ^- ' , • . . ^ 

Sbotheasterh, awarded athletic scholarships arid gave other financial banefits to 
athletes.. So, .Southern Conference teams were autdmatically placed at a ccJnpetltive 
disadvantage. In- 1948 the NCAA att«npted natlbnally through i%s Sanity Code to' 

get institutions to assume greater responsibility for the eStablisrtneht of similar 

, • -4- - - - - ' _ _ ■ ^_ '. 

standards in their athletic programs. Cnfticism of this code became so wiWspread, 

though,- that it too was repealed, tasting only t^iree years (Falla^ '1981 ) . This 

allowed athletic programs and^^letes to be treated differently and preferentially, 

as sthletics biScafne a copercialized focus of collegiate life. ■ • . 
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